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Abstract
This paper investigates the gender wage gap among skilled German workers after
the end of vocational training using data from social security record. Using informa-
tion on worker and plant characteristics for both the training plant and the current
employer, results from standard decomposition techniques show that up to 91% of
an initial 14% earnings disadvantage for women in the ﬁrst job can be attributed to
diﬀerences in endowments. Of these, occupational segegreation explains up to two
thirds of the earnings gap, with plant characteristics accounting for up to 30%.
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11 Introduction
This paper considers the impact of gender speciﬁc diﬀerences in ﬁelds of training and plant
characteristics during apprenticeship on the gender wage gap among German workers at
the beginning of their career. Using administrative data from social security, both at an
individual level and aggregated at the plant level, we are able to control for the inﬂuence
of occupational segregation in training occupations as well as for the characteristics of the
training plant and the current employer.
Occupational segregation during vocational training (as well as ﬁeld of studies when
looking at academics) might be expected to play a major role as men and women tend to
chose diﬀerent training occupations and these diﬀerences in education are in turn associated
with diﬀerent job opportunities. In fact, studies focusing on these questions – reviewed
in greater detail in section 2 – typically ﬁnd a major inﬂuence of either ﬁelds of studies
or ﬁelds of professional training. This paper expands the earlier literature by considering
detailed information on both the training plant and the current employer in addition to
occupational segregation.
Our ﬁndings from standard Oaxaca-Blinder-decompositions (Blinder 1973, Oaxaca
1973) indicate that, depending of the speciﬁcation, almost 92% of the diﬀerence in starting
wages can be related to diﬀerent ﬁelds of training and diﬀerences in characteristics of the
training plant. Of these, diﬀerent ﬁelds of training alone explain between 59% and 66% of
the earings gap.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides a brief overview
on the empirical literature concerned with diﬀerences in the content of post-school and
professional education. The data and the estimation procedure is described in section 3.
2Descriptive results are found in section 4, while estimation and decomposition results are
presented in section 5. Section 6 concludes.
2 Previous evidence
Most of the previous studies have focused on the role diﬀerences in ﬁelds of study play for
the gender wage gap among academics. The only exception to this rule is Kunze (2005) and
to some degree Fitzenberger and Kunze (2005), reviewed in greater detail below. In the
following short overview we consider only studies with some reference to ﬁelds of training
or ﬁelds of study. Papers from the latter group dealing exclusively with pay diﬀerences in
highly specialized occupations like university faculty, e.g Broder (1993) or Formby et al.
(1993) are excluded. More extensive surveys on the gender wage gap can be found in Cain
(1986), Altonji and Katz (1999) or in Weichselbauer and Winter-Ebmer (2005) who also
conduct a meta-analysis.
In a ﬁrst step, we consider the four studies currently available for Germany. Machin
and Puhani (2003) compare the contribution of the subject of degrees to wage inequality
between male and female university graduates in Germany and the UK in 1996. Their
ﬁndings indicate that these diﬀerences explain between 8 to 20% of the overall wage gap
and raise the explanatory power of wage regressions by about 24 to 30%. Note that
their study diﬀers from this one in the deﬁnition of the respective population: While they
consider persons of all ages and in various states of their labor market careers, we focus on
the ﬁrst job in a worker’s career. Consequently, we might expect the impact of diﬀerent
training occupations to be stronger in our study as less human capital deprecation has
taken place since graduation and eventual signalling components of degrees might be more
3important at the beginning of a labor market career.
Kunze (2005) uses administrative labor market data from Germany. Focusing on the
ﬁrst years after the end of vocational training, her ﬁndings suggest that occupational
segregation explains about 50% of the male-female wage diﬀerence in entry wages and about
55% of the wage diﬀerence after 8 years. Using the same data, Fitzenberger and Kunze
(2005) focus on the question whether this early segregation is migitated by occupational
mobility. Their results suggest considerable lock-in eﬀects for women in low-wage jobs.
Additionally, the lesser occupational mobility of women is strongly related to diﬀerences in
training occupations. Finally, these eﬀects tend be weaker for cohorts ﬁnishing vocational
training in the 1990s comapred with the cohorts of the 1970s and 1980s.
Focusing on university graduates at the beginning and ﬁve years into their labor market
careers, Braakmann (2008) ﬁnds that about 74 and 78% of the earnings gap in entry wages
are related to diﬀerent ﬁelds of studies. Adding employer information leads to an explained
share of about 90% of the earnings gap with ﬁelds of study still accounting for about half
of the gap. After ﬁve to six years, ﬁelds of study still explain between 26% and 33% of a
35% earnings gap when not considering employer characteristics.
The international literature has primarily focused on the importance of college majors
for the gender wage gap. Gerhart (1990) uses data from a single large ﬁrm in the US in
1986. He focuses on hires between 1976 and 1986 and controls for college majors alongside
the usual human capital variables like experience and schooling. He ﬁnds that about 6-7
percentage points of an initial 11% wage penalty for women in both starting and current
salaries can be explained by human capital and diﬀerent college majors.
In a survey among male and female graduates in business from a speciﬁc university,
4Fuller and Schoenberger (1991) ﬁnd an initial 7% earnings penalty for women in starting
salaries and a 14% earnings penalty later in their careers. College major and grade point
average account for roughly 50 to 70 percent of the diﬀerence in starting wages. Their
ﬁndings furthermore suggest a declining impact of those characteristics over time.
Controlling for high school courses and the ﬁelds of the highest degree, Brown and
Corcoran (1997) ﬁnd that these account for 0.08 to 0.09 of an initial 0.18 to 0.20 gap in log
earnings in 1986. They also ﬁnd some evidence that men proﬁt more from taking typical
“male” majors than women.
Using data for Finish university graduates over the ﬁrst 11 years of their careers, Napari
(2006a) ﬁnds that between 8 and 11% of the gender wage gap can be related to diﬀerences
in the ﬁeld of studies. He also ﬁnds that men are more clustered in technology oriented
ﬁelds, while women are more likely to be found in education science, the humanities, health
and welfare and the social sciences (including business). Finally, in a related paper, Napari
(2006b), using a diﬀerent sample, ﬁnds large contributions of diﬀerences in ﬁelds of studies
for both labor market entrants and more experiences workers. For new entrants, diﬀerences
in ﬁelds explain between 20 and 39% of the gender wage gap for graduates with a Bachelor
and between 27 and 35% for those with a Master’s degree. Using data on more experienced
workers, the respective shares are between 20 and 30% for those with a Bachelor’s degree
and between 18 and 23% for those with a Master’s degree.
Overall, the evidence suggests that both ﬁelds of study or the occupation learned during
vocational training are an important factor when looking at the gender wage gap among
graduates. Furthermore, the impact seems to be strongest shortly after graduation and
declining over time.
53 Data and empirical approach
The data used in this study comes from the so called employment panel of the Federal
Employment Agency (BA- Beschäftigtenpanel). Speciﬁc information on an earlier version
of the employment panel can be found in Koch and Meinken (2004), the current version is
described (in German) in Schmucker and Seth (2006). The individual data originates from
social security information and is collected in the so called employee history by the Federal
Employment Agency.1 In Germany, employers are obliged by German law to deliver annual
information on their employees, as well as additional information at the beginning and end
of an employment, to social security. These notiﬁcations are used to calculate pensions,
as well as contributions to and beneﬁts from health and unemployment insurance. The
resulting spell data covers approximately 75 - 80% of the German workforce, excluding free-
lancers, own-acount self-employed, civil servants and family workers (Koch and Meinken
2004, p. 317). It contains information on the begin and end of employment, daily wages,
a person’s age and sex, as well as several variables collected for statistical purposes, e.g.
education or nationality.
From these ﬁles the employment panel is drawn in a two step procedure. First, all
persons born on on of seven speciﬁed dates are selected. As the German social security
number is tied to the date of birth and does not change over time, it is possible to track those
persons over time. Additionally, entries in and exits from the labor force are automatically
covered by this procedure as new entrants born on one of these dates replace persons leaving
the labor force. In a second step, the panel is formed by drawing four cross-sections per
year – on the last day of March, June, September and December respectively – from this
1More information on person-level data from German social security records can be found in Bender at
al. (2000).
6data. If a person receives unemployment beneﬁts or is in an active labor market program
on one of those days, an artiﬁcial observation indicating this fact is generated from other
data sources of the Federal Employment Agency. Finally, the data is merged with employer
information that is generated by aggregating all person level records from the original data
at the plant level. The resulting panel is unbalanced due to entries into and exits from
employment. However, there is no missing information due to non-response.
We use data from 1998 to 2003 when a new industry classiﬁcation was introduced and
restrict the sample to those individuals who ﬁnish vocational training during this period.
Apart from that, we make no further restrictions to the estimations sample leading to a
sample size of 15,994 men and 15,189 women.
In a ﬁrst step, we estimate standard wage regressions in two diﬀerent models with and
without characteristics of the ﬁrst employer after vocational training where (log) gross
monthly wages (in 2000 prices) are regressed on dummy variables for the relevant ﬁelds of
vocational training and a number of variables for personal and plant characteristics. The
separate consideration of (current) employer characteristics is worthwhile since these are
not always identical to the training plant.
While training occupations cannot be identiﬁed directly, the three-digit occupation the
respective individual works in during vocational training is available in the data. As these
are usually identical (or at least very similar) to the training occupation, they can be used
as a reasonable proxy. As additional right hand side variables on the individual level, we
include age (including a squared term) and a dummy variable indicating whether higher
secondary schooling (Abitur) was completed. On the plant level, we use, for both the
training plant and the current employer, plantsize, three digit industries, the age structure
of the workforce measured by the shares of workers in ﬁve year age intervals, the educational
7structure of the workforce by the shares of workers with a certain school and post school
education and the shares of women, Germans, trainees, part-time workers, skilled and
unskilled blue and white collar workers respectively.
In a second step, we rely on standard Oaxaca-Blinder-Decompositions to identify the
part of the raw wage diﬀerential explained by diﬀerences in the covariates and the part
of the diﬀerential unexplained by these observable diﬀerences. As usual, we focus on the
explained part of the diﬀerential as the unexplained part might be due to genuine diﬀerences
in the (structural) coeﬃcients as well as due to diﬀerences in unobservables. We also rely
on the usual practice of using both the female and the male coeﬃcients as weights for the
decomposition.
4 Descriptives
Consider the descriptive comparisons in table 1. As almost all diﬀerence are signiﬁcant
on conventional levels due to the large sample size, we will focus on variables where we
also observe a diﬀerence that is economically large. Note ﬁrst that there is a 200e or
approximately 14% diﬀerence in monthly earnings in advantage for men. Turning to socio-
demographic characteristics, one notices that women tend to be slightly better educated
than men with about 6% more having completed higher secondary schooling. The overall
low shares of individuals with higher secondary schooling are not uncommon for Germany,
where lower secondary schooling and vocational training are the most common combina-
tion. Diﬀerences in training occupations will be discussed below.
(Table 1 about here.)
8Now consider diﬀerences in characteristics of the respective training plant. Here, men
tend to be trained in bigger plants and in plants with higher shares of blue-collar workers,
whereas women tend to work alongside a higher share of part-time and white collar workers.
For both sexes, a high degree of segregation by gender can be observed: Women are trained
in primarily female plants while the opposite can be observed for men. Similar diﬀerences
are found for the characteristics of the current employer.
Figure 1 displays the distribution of the (aggregated) training occupations by gender.
Note ﬁrst that the vast majority of individuals is clustered in a few occupations. Further-
more, we observe large diﬀerences between the sexes: While men are more likely to be found
in technical occupations, women tend to cluster in sales, service or health occupations.
(Figure 1 about here.)
Overall, the descriptive evidence suggests several potential reasons for the observed
wage diﬀerence as men and women do not only tend to chose diﬀerent training occupations,
but also are trained in diﬀerent plants and work for diﬀerent employers.
5 Results
Turning to results of the econometric investigation, consider ﬁrst the wage regression re-
sults displayed in table 2 and focus on diﬀerences between the sexes. Beginning with the
estimates excluding information on the current employer, we notice that the impact of the
socio-demographic characteristics is similar between men and women: While the comple-
tion of higher secondary schooling yields an earnings advantage of about 4% to 5%, no
such eﬀect existes for the age at the end of training.
9(Table 2 about here.)
Looking at the characteristics of the training plant, we generally observe no large
diﬀerences between men and women: Firmsize is associated with a signiﬁcant, though
negligible small positive eﬀect on wages, while a higher share of women and Germans is
associated with relatively similar negative wage eﬀects. The age structure of the plant
seems to inﬂuence wages, though single coeﬃcients are hard to interpret. However, there
are again no large deviations between men and women. Diﬀerences can be observed for
the variables describing the distribution of occupational positions in a plant: The share of
workers with a university degree, the shares of untrained workers with or without higher
schooling and the share of trained workers without higher schooling which are all associated
positively with male wages while no such eﬀect exists for females. Taken together, the
variables explain between 48% and 55% percent of the variation in wages which is rather
high for simple cross section regressions.
Turning to the estimation results including information on the current employer, we
observe some changes in the magnitude of the coeﬃcients for the socio-demographic char-
acteristics, especially in the returns of having completed higher secondary schooling. The
lower coeﬃcient on that variable compared with the results from the model without current
employer characteristics suggests that part of the returns of higher school education runs
through enabling higher educated persons to work in ﬁrms with a higher earnings potential.
For the characteristics of the training plant, we generally ﬁnd similar though smaller and
consequently sometimes insigniﬁcant eﬀects when adding current employer characteristics.
Note that this is not surprising as apprentices tend to stay in their training plant which
leads to some degree of correlation between the characteristics of the training plant and the
current employer. For the characteristics of the current employer we ﬁnd that most results
10are similar to those for the corresponding characteristics of the training plant. The main
exception is the age structure of the plant which does not seem to matter when looking at
the current employer’s characteristics.
Now, consider the decomposition results for the entry wages displayed in table 3. Focus
ﬁrst on the overall results shown in the top panel. The overall wage diﬀerence at labor
market entry is 0.13 in log earnings. Of these, between 0.10 and 0.12 or between 81% and
92% can be explained through diﬀerences in observables in the models without employer
characteristics. Including those into the decomposition does not change the overall results
much.
(Table 3 about here.)
Turning to the detailed decomposition results, we see that diﬀerences in training oc-
cupations explain between 59% and 66% of the overall wage gap which is similar to the
results found by Kunze (2005). Other socio-demographics observed in the data seem to
be relatively unimportant. Characteristics of the training plant explain between 6% and
30% of the earnings gap. Looking at the more detailed decomposition, one notices that
diﬀerences in the workforce structure and the location in the German Länder work in favor
for women, while diﬀerences in industries and especially the share of women in the plant
tend to widen the gender wage gap.
Adding information on the current employer does not add much if using the male
coeﬃcients as weights, but explains another 0.03 or 22% of the female earnings disadvantage
when weighting endowment diﬀerences with the female coeﬃcients. However, regardless of
the weights employed, we ﬁnd that diﬀerences in employer location narrow the gender wage
gap by about 10%. Similar to the ﬁndings for the training plant, diﬀerences in the share
11of women account for about 25% of the male earnings advantage. When using the male
coeﬃcients as weights, we see that diﬀerences in the current employer’s industry narrow
the gap by almost 25%. Using the female coeﬃcients as weights, this eﬀect does not exist.
Taken together, this evidence suggests that men and women do not only tend to chose
diﬀerent training occupations, but additionally work in very diﬀerent plants. Taken to-
gether, these factors explain between 81% and 92% of the observed earnings diﬀerences in
entry wages. This result is similar to those found by Braakmann (2008) who focussed on
entry wage diﬀerences among German academics. Additionally, it suggests that much of
the gender wage gap is in fact related to observed diﬀerences between men and women.
Note, however, that taking these results as a sign for the non-existence of labor market
discrimination would be wrong as both training occupations and training plants as well as
current employers might be inﬂuenced by discrimination. However, these results suggest
that the questions, why women tend to choose training occupations that ultimately lead
to lower paid jobs and why women work in ﬁrms with less favorable characteristics might
be worth answering. Additionally, one should be aware that all problems commonly as-
sociated with children and children related fragmented work biographies were not present
in our sample due to the low age of the subjects. In fact, the results for academics by
Braakmann (2008) suggest that the factors shaping the gender wage in the beginning of
labor market careers might be diﬀerent from the factors shaping later earnings diﬀerences.
6 Conclusion
This paper considered the importance of diﬀerent ﬁelds of studies for the gender wage gap
at labor market entry among skilled workers in Germany. We used a representative data set
12from social security records for the years 1998 to 2003 that contained detailed information
on occupational segregation during vocational training as well as one characteristics of the
training plant and the current employer.
Our results from standard Oaxaca-Blinder-decompositions indicate that between 81%
and 92% of the 200e (or 14%) diﬀerence found in starting wages can be explained by dif-
ferences in endowments, not considering characteristics of the current employer. Of these,
occupational segregation in training occupations plays a dominant role, solely explaining
between 59 and 64% of the earnings gap. A further 27% to 30% can be related to diﬀer-
ences in the training plants. Adding information on the current employer leads to 77% to
91% of the gap being explained by diﬀerences in observables with occupational segregation
accounting for 65% to 66%. Here, the characteristics of the training plant explain between
6% and 23% of the earnings ggap, with current employer’s characteristics accounting for
another 6% to 22%. The results on the importance of ﬁelds of studies are largely consistent
with the (sparse) empirical literature on this subject.
On a political level, these results provide some support for the idea that initiatives
trying to bring women into typically male occupations might be beneﬁcial in lowering
male-female wage inequality. What remains an open question though are the reasons that
cause women to chose diﬀerent and apparently worse-paid occupations than men. These
diﬀerences might in principle reﬂect genuine diﬀerences in preferences for topics or em-
ployment opportunities. However, they may also be related to anticipated discrimination
in typical men’s ﬁelds. As far as preferences are formed e.g. during childhood and youth
they might also be related to expectations of the youth’s environment about the “proper”
behavior of a women. Resolving this question, however, is left for future research. Ad-
ditionally, given the rather large role plant characteristics play for the gender wage gap,
13the question why women do not only chose worse-paid jobs, but also select themselves in
plants with less favorable earnings prospects, seems worth answering.
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168 Tables
Table 1: Descriptive statistics
Variable Women Men P-Value
Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev.
Log real wage 7.32 .3187 7.45 .2924 .0000
Monthly gross labor income (e, 2000 prices) 1590.33 461.13 1795.22 472.43 .0000
Socio-demographics
Age at end of training (years) 20.77 1.6661 20.56 1.72 .0000
Higher secondary schooling (1 = yes) .1442 .3514 .0804 .2719 .0000
Training plant
Plantsize 572.95 2587.66 879.36 4015.94 .0000
Share of Germans .9502 .0866 .9467 .0852 .0003
Share of blue collar workers, non-skilled .0734 .1311 .1174 .1626 .0000
Share of blue collar workers, skilled .1060 .1717 .2820 .2309 .0000
Share of white collar workers .4096 .2512 .2836 .2341 .0000
Share of part-time workers, <18 hrs/week .0840 .1275 .0492 .0938 .0000
Share of part-time workers, >=18 hrs/week .1112 .1371 .0509 .0923 .0000
Share of workers with college/university degree .0618 .1020 .0502 .0879 .0000
Share of trainees, interns .2067 .2046 .1933 .1935 .0000
Share of trained workers, higher schooling .0451 .0872 .0312 .0626 .0000
Share of trained workers, lower schooling .6021 .2200 .6292 .2062 .0000
Share of untrained workers, higher schooling .0309 .0797 .0203 .0558 .0000
Share of untrained workers, lower schooling .2555 .2182 .2672 .2052 .0000
Share of women .6766 .2658 .2831 .2265 .0000
Share of workers age 20-24 .1751 .1549 .1469 .1318 .0000
Share of workers age 25-29 .1124 .0911 .0997 .0794 .0000
Share of workers age 30-34 .1222 .0857 .1269 .0820 .0000
Share of workers age 35-39 .1231 .0852 .1296 .0795 .0000
Share of workers age 40-44 .1074 .0791 .1125 .0730 .0000
Share of workers age 45-49 .0911 .0739 .0951 .0685 .0000
Share of workers age 50-54 .0711 .0645 .0758 .0617 .0000
Share of workers age 55-59 .0553 .0578 .0597 .0576 .0000
Share of workers age 60-64 .0226 .0383 .0247 .0384 .0000
Share of workers age <20 .1111 .1434 .1213 .1432 .0000
Share of workers age >65 .0094 .0326 .0085 .0282 .0101
Current Employer
Plantsize 558.20 2615.12 831.51 3934.72 .0000
Share of Germans .9476 .0881 .9437 .0883 .0001
Share of blue collar workers, non-skilled .0849 .1507 .1412 .1906 .0000
Share of blue collar workers, skilled .1232 .2041 .3382 .2695 .0000
Share of white collar workers .4804 .2740 .3005 .2569 .0000
Share of part-time workers, <18 hrs/week .0888 .1295 .0522 .0991 .0000
Share of part-time workers, >=18 hrs/week .1190 .1517 .0520 .0969 .0000
Share of workers with college/university degree .0619 .1023 .0488 .0867 .0000
Share of trainees, interns .0946 .1081 .0932 .1006 .2144
Share of trained workers, higher schooling .0550 .1053 .0354 .0737 .0000
Share of trained workers, lower schooling .6972 .1926 .7185 .1783 .0000
Share of untrained workers, higher schooling .0212 .0477 .0148 .0380 .0000
Share of untrained workers, lower schooling .1647 .1518 .1825 .1524 .0000
Share of women .6734 .2650 .2778 .2264 .0000
Share of workers age <20 .0970 .1288 .0999 .1248 .0444
Share of workers age 20-24 .1672 .1467 .1470 .1335 .0000
Share of workers age 25-29 .1181 .0913 .1059 .0832 .0000
Share of workers age 30-34 .1288 .0869 .1308 .0825 .0331
Share of workers age 35-39 .1266 .0836 .1337 .0791 .0000
Share of workers age 40-44 .1109 .0787 .1158 .0744 .0000
Share of workers age 45-49 .0922 .0720 .0978 .0709 .0000
Share of workers age 50-54 .0718 .0643 .0769 .0632 .0000
Share of workers age 55-59 .0550 .0589 .0592 .0603 .0000
Share of workers age 60-64 .0228 .0383 .0245 .0375 .0001
Share of workers age >65 .0094 .0316 .0086 .0280 .0102
No. of Obs. 15,994 15,189
17Figure 1: Distribution of training occupations by gender
18Table 2: Wage regressions, dependent variable: log gross labor earnings per
month
Excluding current employer’s characteristics Including current employer’s characteristics
Men Women Men Women
Socio-demographics
Higher secondary schooling (1 = yes) 0.0431*** 0.0495*** 0.0268** 0.0329***
(0.0090) (0.0061) (0.0096) (0.0062)
Age at end of training (years) 0.0343 0.0364 0.0271 0.0607*
(0.0255) (0.0269) (0.0261) (0.0268)
Age at end of training (squared) -0.0006 -0.0006 -0.0004 -0.0012+
(0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006) (0.0006)
Occupation ﬁxed eﬀects (three digit) (included) (included) (included) (included)
Training plant
Plantsize 0.0000*** 0.0000*** 0.0000 0.0000
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
Share of Germans -0.0830*** -0.0672* -0.0613 -0.0481
(0.0251) (0.0273) (0.0394) (0.0347)
Share of women -0.1020*** -0.1206*** -0.0374 -0.0655***
(0.0176) (0.0161) (0.0246) (0.0198)
Share of workers age <20 -0.3787* -0.2774* -0.2656+ -0.2108
(0.1512) (0.1303) (0.1512) (0.1366)
Share of workers age 20-24 -0.4449** -0.3267* -0.3176* -0.2272+
(0.1500) (0.1314) (0.1509) (0.1368)
Share of workers age 25-29 -0.4497** -0.2621* -0.4108** -0.2106
(0.1518) (0.1298) (0.1531) (0.1359)
Share of workers age 30-34 -0.3497* -0.1783 -0.3806* -0.1850
(0.1501) (0.1312) (0.1521) (0.1365)
Share of workers age 35-39 -0.3154* -0.2279+ -0.3540* -0.2504+
(0.1511) (0.1302) (0.1532) (0.1360)
Share of workers age 40-44 -0.3220* -0.3127* -0.3721* -0.3073*
(0.1505) (0.1315) (0.1504) (0.1385)
Share of workers age 45-49 -0.3807* -0.2898* -0.4039** -0.3065*
(0.1514) (0.1317) (0.1537) (0.1378)
Share of workers age 50-54 -0.3441* -0.2567+ -0.4362** -0.3239*
(0.1521) (0.1331) (0.1557) (0.1386)
Share of workers age 55-59 -0.3054* -0.2125 -0.2951+ -0.2848*
(0.1512) (0.1344) (0.1530) (0.1413)
Share of workers age 60-64 -0.4574** -0.2653* -0.5068** -0.2597+
(0.1581) (0.1350) (0.1686) (0.1462)
Share of workers age >65 -0.5223** -0.3348* -0.5260** -0.3666*
(0.1680) (0.1412) (0.1887) (0.1516)
Share of trainees, interns -0.1181* -0.0901 -0.1233+ -0.1067
(0.0554) (0.0826) (0.0652) (0.1142)
Share of blue collar workers, non-skiled 0.0036 -0.0353 0.0155 -0.0193
(0.0460) (0.0774) (0.0582) (0.1101)
Share of blue collar workers, skilled 0.0028 -0.0520 -0.0373 -0.0674
(0.0449) (0.0758) (0.0556) (0.1081)
Share of white collar workers 0.0703 0.0529 0.0090 -0.0116
(0.0450) (0.0753) (0.0575) (0.1083)
Share of part-time workers, <18 hrs/week -0.0428 -0.0668 0.0576 -0.0027
(0.0517) (0.0782) (0.0680) (0.1105)
Share of part-time workers, >=18 hrs/week 0.0639 0.0726 0.1337+ 0.1458
(0.0527) (0.0767) (0.0714) (0.1098)
Share of untrained workers, lower schooling 0.1336** -0.0041 0.0850 -0.0185
(0.0492) (0.0364) (0.0538) (0.0337)
Share of trained workers, lower schooling 0.1135* 0.0005 0.1332* 0.0208
(0.0500) (0.0362) (0.0540) (0.0339)
Share of untrained workers, higher schooling 0.3919*** 0.0375 0.2374** -0.0175
(0.0699) (0.0506) (0.0811) (0.0502)
Share of trained workers, higher schooling 0.0541 -0.0231 -0.0175 -0.0015
(0.0687) (0.0455) (0.0854) (0.0489)
Share of workers with college/university degree 0.2591*** 0.0729+ 0.0705 -0.0257
(0.0573) (0.0427) (0.0687) (0.0457)




Share of Germans 0.0027 -0.0068
(0.0406) (0.0368)
Share of women -0.0894*** -0.0740***
(0.0255) (0.0193)
Share of workers age <20 -0.1502* -0.1406*
(0.0588) (0.0661)
Share of workers age 20-24 -0.1360* -0.2066**
(0.0557) (0.0649)
Share of workers age 25-29 -0.0268 -0.1049
(0.0599) (0.0663)
Share of workers age 30-34 0.0713 -0.0003
(0.0604) (0.0667)
Share of workers age 35-39 0.0784 0.0130
(0.0613) (0.0677)
Share of workers age 40-44 0.0537 -0.0575
(0.0628) (0.0671)
Share of workers age 45-49 0.0524 0.0239
Continued on next page
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Excluding current employer’s characteristics Including current employer’s characteristics
Men Women Men Women
(0.0630) (0.0692)
Share of workers age 50-54 0.1270+ 0.0633
(0.0728) (0.0726)
Share of workers age 55-59 0.0000 0.0446
– (0.0811)
Share of workers age 60-64 0.0793 0.0000
(0.0968) .
Share of workers age >65 0.0153 -0.0089
(0.1384) (0.0969)
Share of trainees, interns -0.0995 0.0638
(0.0683) (0.1165)
Share of blue collar workers, non-skilled -0.0566 0.0072
(0.0549) (0.1122)
Share of blue collar workers, skilled 0.0273 0.0502
(0.0527) (0.1117)
Share of white collar workers 0.0554 0.1099
(0.0545) (0.1118)
Share of part-time workers, <18 hrs/week -0.1296* -0.0679
(0.0630) (0.1129)
Share of part-time workers, >=18 hrs/week -0.0938 -0.0775
(0.0685) (0.1130)
Share of untrained workers, lower schooling -0.9279* 1.8675
(0.3873) (1.7364)
Share of trained workers, lower schooling -1.0567** 1.7682
(0.3867) (1.7356)
Share of untrained workers, higher schooling -0.8494* 1.9721
(0.3958) (1.7350)
Share of trained workers, higher schooling -0.9036* 1.8140
(0.3889) (1.7341)
Share of workers with college/university degree -0.8137* 1.9499
(0.3890) (1.7360)
Industry ﬁxed eﬀects (three digit) (–) (included) (–) (included)
Year dummies (included) (included) (included) (included)
Regional dummies (German Länder) (included) (included) (included) (included)
Constant 7.5361*** 7.5750*** 8.7737*** 5.2316**
(0.3627) (0.3255) (0.5196) (1.8273)
No. of Obs. 15,994 15,189 14,973 14,747
R2 0.4754 0.5530 0.5241 0.6003
Coeﬃcients, robust standard errors in parentheses.
***/**/*/+ denote signiﬁcance on the 0.1%, 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively.
20Table 3: Decomposition results: endowment effect, Oaxaca-Blinder-
Decomposition, wages at labor market entry
Weighted by male coeﬃcients Weighted by female coeﬃcients
Firm characteristics Firm characteristics
excluded included excluded included
Diﬀerential
Women 7.3248*** 7.3226*** 7.3248*** 7.3226***
(0.0026) (0.0027) (0.0026) (0.0027)
Men 7.4538*** 7.4493*** 7.4538*** 7.4493***
(0.0023) (0.0024) (0.0023) (0.0024)
Raw Diﬀerence -0.1290*** -0.1266*** -0.1290*** -0.1266***
(0.0035) (0.0036) (0.0035) (0.0036)
Total Explained -0.1046** -0.0980*** -0.1190*** -0.1146***
(0.0334) (0.0230) (0.0116) (0.0119)
Total Unexplained -0.0243 -0.0286 -0.0100 -0.0120
(0.0334) (0.0230) (0.0116) (0.0119)
Detailed decomposition
Higher secondary schooling (1 = yes) 0.0032*** 0.0020*** 0.0028*** 0.0016**
(0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0005)
Age at end of training (years) 0.0075 0.0124* 0.0071 0.0055
(0.0051) (0.0051) (0.0049) (0.0049)
Age at end of training (squared) -0.0053 -0.0098* -0.0047 -0.0032
(0.0049) (0.0048) (0.0046) (0.0046)
Occupations -0.0758* -0.0808*** -0.0851*** -0.0826***
(0.0343) (0.0232) (0.0128) (0.0139)
Training plant: -0.0343*** -0.0297*** -.0390*** -.0077
(0.0055) (0.0077) (0.0078) (0.0101)
Plantsize -0.0013*** -0.0005 -0.0009*** -0.0004
(0.0003) (0.0006) (0.0002) (0.0006)
Age structure -0.0022*** 0.0012+ -0.0040*** 0.0001
(0.0006) (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0008)
Workforce structure 0.0182*** 0.0186*** 0.0090* 0.0155***
(0.0037) (0.0043) (0.0035) (0.0045)
Educational structure 0.0010+ -0.0008 0.0033*** -0.0015
(0.0005) (0.0006) (0.0007) (0.0009)
Location (German Länder) 0.0076*** -0.0008 0.0095*** 0.0017+
(0.0010) (0.0007) (0.0012) (0.0009)
Industry -0.0098+ -0.0213** -0.0155* -0.0082
(0.0060) (0.0080) (0.0074) (0.0094)
Share of Germans -0.0002* -0.0002 -0.0003* -0.0002
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)
Share of women -0.0475*** -0.0258*** -0.0401*** -0.0147+
(0.0056) (0.0069) (0.0062) (0.0085)
Current employer: 0.0077 -0.0284*
(0.0087) (0.0117)
Plantsize (current employer) -0.0009+ -0.0004
(0.0005) (0.0006)
Age structure -0.0052*** -0.0043***
(0.0007) (0.0007)
Workforce structure 0.0011 -0.0038
(0.0045) (0.0050)
Educational structure 0.0029*** 0.0051***
(0.0008) (0.0011)




Share of Germans -0.0000 0.0000
(0.0001) (0.0001)
Share of women -0.0293*** -0.0354***
(0.0070) (0.0084)
Year 0.0001 0.0002 -0.0000 0.0001
(0.0002) (0.0003) (0.0002) (0.0002)
***/**/*/+ denote signiﬁcance on the 0.1%, 1%, 5% and 10% level respectively. Negative signs denote an
advantage for men.
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